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DETAILED ACTION 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 1, and 3-7 and 16-20 are allowed. 

Claim 4 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claims 8- 1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

Examiner could find no support for the limitation newly added to claim 8. 

Claims 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

It is unclear what is meant by "open area" of claim 8. The "total area" and "hole area" 
and "unit area" are already mentioned - there doesn't seem to be any area remaining that can be 
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called "open area". The specification doesn't define this term or otherwise shed light on this 
concept. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Stalego 380741. 

Claim 2 was amended to require end portions of different sizes. The claim is comprising 
in nature; it is open to portions in addition to the portions explicitly claimed. One can arbitrarily 
divide one end section of the Stalego screen into two equal end portions. For example (moving 
right to left) there is a first (left) "end portion", then a "mid or central portion" then a first right 
"end portion" then a second right "end portion". As to a portion of being closer to the channel, 
this is deemed to be a method of use limitation of which the Stalego screen/bushing could be 
utilized. The claims do not require any channels - only a bushing. 



Claim Rejections - 35 VSC §103 
Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stalego. 
Stalego doesn't teach relative proximity to a channel. It would have been obvious to use the 
Stalego bushing in a conventional channel-type furnace because such is a conventional furnace as 
admitted by Applicant. One could arbitrarily define the regions of the Stalego screen so that there 
are two end portions - one of which is closer to the channel than the other. 
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Claims 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marra. 
Please refer to the attached enlargement of figure 2. The two hatched sections are end 
portions; the yellow rectangle is a central portion. It is clear that the hole density in the center 
portion is significantly less than the hole density in the end portions. The resistance to flow in the 
central section is about 50% higher than in the end portions; the central portion has nine holes(see 
figure 3) - whereas the end portions have a total of six holes. This means that the central portion 
has 9/6ths the resistance as the end portions. If this is not inherent, one could redefine the end 
portions so that each end portion has only one hole in it - and then choose the hole which has the 
least amount of resistance 

Claim 24 is clearly met. 

Claims 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hill 
4330312. 

Referring to figures 1-2 of Hill, the left most 90% of the left most part 54 one end portion. 
1 00% of the right most part 54 is the other end portion; one end portion is 10% larger in area 
than the other The middle 56 feature is the mid or central portion. As to the thickness, see col. 
8, line 48-50: it would have been obvious to have the members 124 to be as thick as possible (10 
one-thousandths of an inch) so as to last longer and to be stronger. All of the other limitations are 
easily seen. The screen is deemed a lay-in screen because one can saw/cut it off and lay it over 
another screen. The "significantly less" is 100%. 
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Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot i 



view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



It is argued that 



Conclusion 



Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Offic 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply.is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed unti l after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 



final action. 



